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Fain i Population of the United States: 1976
(Advance data On the 1976 farm-population were 1..sueci in Apr* 1977 in Current Population'Beports Series P-27, No 48)

The number of persAs ling on farms in rural areas 'of the
United States averaged 8,53,000 for the 12-month period

'centered on April 1976. About 1 person out of every 26, or
3.9 percent of the Nation's 214 million people, had a farm.
residence (table-A). These estimates were prepared coopera-
tively by the Bureau of the Census andlthe Economic Re-
search Service,V.S. Department of Apiculture

The farm share of the total U.S. population has declined
fairly steadily over the lasf 55 years (figure 1) In 1920, When
the farm population was first enumerated separately, 30 per-
cent of the Nation's* populatidh resided bn farms The pro-
portion had fallen to 15 Percent by 1950, to 5 percent by

,1970, and has now drb5ped below 4 percent.'
Although the overall trend has been one of decline, the

-rate of decrease in the farm population has shown Short-term

fluctuations. Alter declining at an average annual rate of 4 8
percent during the 1960's, the farm population appeared to
be leveling off io the early 1970's The average rate of decline
from 1970 to 1974 was 1 2,percent per year, Since 1974, the

-rate of loss has accelerated, with an average annual decline
from 1974,to 1976 of 5.8 percent. It should be noted, how-
ever, thet this rate is sestewhat inflated because of changes
made in 1976 involving the procedures for processing survey
information on fapin and nonfarm redence (These changes
are explained In delail in a, later section of this report
Approximately 130,10 of the 611,000 decline in the farm
population between 1975 and 1976 may be attributable to
processing changes.

DEMOGRAPHIC AID SOCIAL
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE FARM
POPULATION

t
Distribution. While tha,(arm population primarily non--

metroplitan, one 'fifth of the farm total lives within the
bouhdaries of standard metropolitan statistical areas ."

.( SMSA's) as defined in 1970 (table B). In comparison, nearly
70 percent of the nonfarm population lives within the 1970
metropolitan boundaries. Data for timilie om the March-

'"Estimatei Of the farm population from 1920 to the preserit are
not strictly comparable due to definitional changes. Prior to 1960,
farm residence wet based essentially on self- identification, t.e
spondents themSelves determined whether or not they Used on a
term. From 1960 through 1976, the farm population havbeenre-
stncted to personi living in rural territory and has been identified on
the basis of Krieg, and sales Information (see "Definitions and

, Explanations" in the appendix).

, 0.

A
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Table k POpulation of the United StateS, Total

And Farm; April 1960 to 1976

(Nunsibers in thousands)

Year

,...

.

. .

Total

resident
population

'

Farm population

Number
of

persons"

. .

'Percent

Rf total

Ipulation

s, . i
1976 214,284 8,253 3.9
1975 212,542 8,864 4.2
1974 211,018 9,264 , 4.4
1973 209,468 9,472 4.5
1972 207,802 9,610 4.6
1971 205,677 9,425 4.6

1970 2203,235 9,712 411k8
1969 200,887, 10,307 5.1
1968 198,923 10,454 5.3
1967 196,976 .10,875 5.5
1966 195,045 11/595 5.9

1965 ' 192,983 12,363 6.4
19i4 % . 190,507 , 12,954 ji. 6.8
1963 187,837 13,367 7.1
1962 ,, 185,104 14,313 ^7.7
1§61 4 182,298 . 14,18'03 . 8.1
1960 23,79123

I 15, 635 8.7,

'Fivequarter averages entered' on April ;

see "Definitions and Explanations.f'

2Officiaf ocensu)a count.

1976 Current Population 'survey- (CPS) indicate thdt the
majority of the metropolitan farm appulatioh resides in
SMSA's of less than 1 million population.2

There is a difference by race in the distribution of the
farm population by metropolitan-novetropolitan residence.

.,.1..
2U S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reporti, Series

P-20, No. 311, "Household and Family Characteristeci March 1976."
Much of this farm population it "metropolitan" in little more than a
technical- sense, being included in SMSA's beeause'the latter are de-
fined in terms of entire counties and thus frequently include non-

, *suburbanized territory. The metropolitan faint PoPplatlan mey havea
certain significance, however, as representing farm residents who live
dose to sizable Cities.

'1

.r
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"l3tack3 farm' residents are more likely to live- in nonmetro-
politasp.areas Than are WhitA Approximately 90 percent of

.the BlIck farm population rbsided in nonmetropolitan areas .

76; the 'comparable proportion for Whites was 80 per-

oent. n contrast, Blacks who live off farms are more likely to

bd in metropolitan areas than are thtrr 'White counterparts'

Raab compot4ion. The farm population is becoming in-
creasinglY1,White due toidifferenees in the rates of decline of

Whites and Blacks' (table 1). Slacks on farms numbered

''the data 41131acks in'the text refer to Blacks and persons of

races other, than White. In the 1970 census, Blacks comprised 90

percent of. Ale. total population other than White and 87 percent of

the farm population other than White.

.

Table B.

541,000 in 1976 and rePresentfd percent of the total farm

Population' the corresponding prop rtions in 1960 and 1970

were 16 and 10 percent, respeetiv y Between 1970 and

1976, the number of Whites on farrrit decreased by 12 per-

cent as compared with a 42-percent dtrrease for Blacks. The

annual rates of loss over this 6-year pe iod averaged 2.2 per

-cent for Mites. and 92 percent for lacks. A similar dif-

ferential in rates of decline Was experieqced over the preced-

ing decade. From 1960 to 1970, the' riumlier of Whites on

farms decreased at an average annual rate of 4.0 Percent,

while the aira9e rate of loss'y Blacks was 1.0.1 percent per

year. .
4

Historically,' higher rates of 'population loss among Black

farm residents-have been associated with heavy losses in the

number of cotton and tobacco tenant farmers Blacks have

had a disprOportionate rdpresentatio,n among tenant farmers,

Metropolitan-Nortnetnipolitan Residence of the Farm and Nonfarm Ft pulation,

by 'Rac'e: 1976
.

1
(Figures age fivequarter averages centered on April)

.

Race and reside,nce
,

Total
4
Farm

.

Nonfarm

. .' .

ALL RACES

United States , ,..thousands..
Inside SMSA' s 2 ...... ......... . thOUSalgiS..

Percent . .

Outside SMSA' s thousands..
Percent.e,

, - WHITE
e .

United States thousands..
,,,,/

Inside SMSA' s. thousands..
Peicent

Out side SMSA' s" thousands,. .
Percent. ,.

BLACK AND OTHER RACES'
. , ' .

United States thousands..
Inside ASA' s........"7:-.-., tho,Usan4:.
. Percent...

Outside SMSA's thousands..
Percent -

1
..

4

4 v"

-

.

1210,332
142,567

67...8
. 67,765.

32.2

182,638
121,392

66.5
61,246

33.5

27, 694
21,175
-,, 76.5

6,519
23.5

.

i

_

.

.

.

.

,

8,253
1,560

- 18.9
6,69§
81.1

7,711
1,498'
19.4

6,213
80.6

541
6?

11.5
, 479
88.:.5--

j

.

i
1

I

i

-

'

202,079
141,007.

69.8
61,072

3Q.2

174,927
119,894

68.5
'55,033

1 31.5
.
,

2,153
2 1 , 113

701.8
, 6'; 040

22.2'4

1The total U.S.. population figure' shown here differs from that behown in table A because
table A refers to the total resident population, whIreas this add other tables refer or y,

'to the civilianvninstitutional population.
2ShiSA'srefere'to standard metropolitan statistical areas as designat in the 1970

census publications; see "Definitions and Explanation.s."
w.
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Figure 2. Farm Pcpulation by Age for Selected\Years,1960 to 1976

'Million:

8 ,under 14' years

14-54 years

55 years & over

ti

1960 '65 '70 '76 1'960'65 '70 '76 1960 '64 '70 '76

and the number of-such farms has fallen steadily and sharply
since 1935. With mechanization and modernization of cotton
and tobacco farpiing, landowners have, for the moss part,
ceased to employ tenant labor to producd their crops. -De-
dines in the number of small farms and of hired workers who
l ive on farms havd also contributed to the disproportionate
drop in the Black farm population.4

Age. The farm population has been characterized for
many years by unequal rates of population loss between the
two broad age groupsunder 14 years and 14 years old and
over. Since 1970 the number of farm children under 14 years
of age has dropped by a third, and their proportion of all
farm people has declined, from 26 to 20 percent (figure 2 and
table 2). During this satne period, the number of farm per-
sons 14 years old and over decreased by only 9-percent. This
decline in children reflects both the high net outmigration in
earlier decades of young firm adults of childbearingoge and
the sharp drop in tile national 'birth rate.in the early 1970's,
which extended to farm as well as nonfarm areas.

'Vera J. Banks Crid ,Celarirrt. Beale, "Farm Population by Race,
Tenure, and Economic Scale of Farming, 1960 and 1970," Agricul-
tural Economic Report No. 228, U.S. Department,of Agriculture,
Econpmic Research Service, 1972; and Calvin L. Beale, "The Black
American in Apiculture" in Matel M. Smythe, ed., The Black Anted-
= Reference Book (Englewood Cliffs, NJ Prentice-Hall, 19761,

Higher rives of decrease among thoie under 14 years of
age characterized both the White and Black farm popula-
tions. During the 1970 to 1976 period, the number of White
children on farms declined by 28 percent, while the White
adult farm population decreased by only 7 percent liable 1).
The comparable rates of decline for Blacks were 60 and 32
percent, respectively. Despite the marked difference in rates
of population loss, there is some evidence that children con-
tinue to comprise a -greater proportion of the Black. farm
population than they do of the White farm population. In
1976, 25 percent of, all Blacks on farms'were under 14 years
of age, compared with 20 percent of White farm residents.

The pattern of decline was not consistent for different age
grobps of adults. Over the 1970 to 1976 period, young adults
aged 20 to 34' years rose 8 a proportion of the totar farm
population from 13 to 16 percent. No significant changes
occurred'in the-proportions of farm teenagers those 14 to
19 years oldor of the older age categories of farm adults.

Sex. The dwindling size and changing age structure of the
farm population los not affected the continuance of another
of its distinctive featuresmore males than females. Farm
males outnumbered farm females by 358,000 in 1976; there
were 109 rfiales on farmi for every 100 females (table 2). In
comparison, there were only 93 males per 100 females illthe
nonfarm civilian noninstitutional population. The stronger
representation of males in the farm population reflects a

s IS
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somewKat higher ray 4 5f outmigration of females as corn

Pared With rnalesV This Ovit migration of females from farms,.
tytucally as they reach maturity, reflects the predominately
masculine nature of farm work; of the 2 million farm resi-
dents ifinployed in agriculture in 1976, 1 6 million or more
than four-fifths were male (table D)

- Family type and size.' Data from the March 1976 CPS

indicate that a greater proportion,of farm families than 94-

nonfarm families have both .husband and wife' presene(table
3). While Q2 percent of farm famOies include both husband'

. and wife the compiarable figurt for nonfarm families is 84

percent. This difference 4tweJrfarin and nonfarm families

exists for both Whites and Blacks.
The average sires of farm and nonfarm families in March

1976 were 3.5 and 3.4 persons, respectively-a ipifference
which" is not statistically significant Nor was there Ay silnif-
icant difference between the average sizes of White fIrm

families (3.4 ,,persons) and White nonTtm families (3 3 per-
.sOns). Among Blacks, however, there is some statistical,evi-

tience that the average*of 4 6 persons per farm family was

higher than the 3.9 person average for nonfarm families
While the average sizes of farm and nonfarm famines are

'not significantly different, the distributions of families by
number of persons show that large families-those with 6.or

r

.J

0

5 Dale E Hathaway, J Allen Beegie, and W feith Bryant, People
of Rural America, U S Bureau bf the Census, 1960 Census Mot
graph (Washington, D C. U S. Government Printing Office, 1968),
pp. 68-71, and Henry S Shryock, Jacob S Siegel, and Associates, The
MethQds and Materials of Demography, U S Bureau of the Census
(Washington, D.C. uS Government Pro-tong Office, 1971), PP
193.199

.

1i --..-/ ,' . ,

Mole persons-constitute Icgrearshare pf farm families (12
4
percent) than of nonfarm fampes (9 percent). The higher

proportion bf large farniiiaithin the farm pop-ulaition is
partially /due to. the presence,, among families which have

cttildrei, of a greatef number of chikdren within farm fami-

het. Among families with own children under 18 present, 9

Percent at farm farnaies,,yave 5 or more children compar.ed

to only 4 perceritof nonfvgaamilies. This diifereInce is not

completely ,reflected in-he mean family size estimates be-

cause of the offsettinVePfect of the smaller proportion of

farm families with own children under 18 present, 47 percen,
,.

of farm famills have own childreh under 18-compared 'to 5d t
percent.of nonfarm families

. )-

Fertility..Th'e fertility of farm.vonien,continues to be

higher than that of nonfarm women. Data for June 1976
(table C) indicate that the average number of children brim

to farm women 15 to 44 yegrs of age who have ever:been

married (2,699 per 1,000 womenhs'significantly higher than`

the, average borri to nonfarm women of, comparable age

(2,064 per"1,000 women), However, there is some'evidence

that the difference is mainly attributable to the fertility ex
perience of women in the oldest (35 to 44 years) age group,

who have essentially completed their childbearing.
Table C also presents June 1976 data on birth expecta-

tions of currently married women 14 to 39 years of age.
Farm women in this age group expected to have a lifetime.

total of 2,947 births per 1,000 women Although this figure
is sign &dandy higher ,than the 2,428 births per 1,000 ex-

pected by nonfarm women, it should be noted that this dif ,
ference in lifetime births expected is due entirely to a differ-

ence in the number of births to date.

few

Table C. Fertility Characteristics of Farm and Nonfarm Wonien, by Race: 1976

4
(For meaning erforymbols, see text)

Characteristic
i

All races White Black and other laces

At al Farm
Non-
farm

Tot al Farm
Non-
farm

-

Tot al Farm
Non-
farm

.Children ever born per 1,000
women ever married:
Total, 15 toy 44 years .
- 15 to 24 years

21 to 34 years
35 to 44 years A

Married women 14 to 39
years olds:

p Births to date per 1,000
women

Lifetime births expected
per 1,000 women ", .

2,082
837

1,892
3,058

1,876

2,442

.

2,699
909

!,123
3,514

2,500

2,947

(2,064
. '836'
1,886
3,037

1,859

2,428

.

2;017
777

1,848
2,979

1,842

2,415

'2,699
812

2,100
3,528

,

2,472

2,914

1,955
777

1,842
2,952

,823'

2,400

2,552'
1,319
2,204
3,588

2,211

2,708

(B)
(8)
(8)
(8)

(3)

(8)

-

2,550
1,310
2,200
3,591

2,199

2,696

1Data limited 'to curifent married women reporting on birth expectations..

Source: Unpublished data rom the June 1976 current Population Survey. See table A-6 for
bases and table A -4 for standard errors.

9



A

ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE
'FARM. POPULATION .

Latir force participation. In. 1976, about 4 million per-
sons, or three-fifths of the farm population' 14 years old and
over,' vverp in the labor force, either employed" or seeking
worZ(table 4). Although there hat been some decline in total
nuirtber, the rate of .fabor forceiparticipatiort among farni
residents has remained essentially unchanged since 19;13

Overall, the level of labor force participation among farm
residents Was about the same as that among nonfarm resi-
dents. However, there Were significant differences between
these. two residence groups by sex. Farm males were more
likelV to be in the labor force than nonfarm males, in 1976,
the labor, force participation rates for the two groups were
about 80 percent jnd 74 percent, respe-ctively On the other
hand, the level of labor force participation of farm women
was below that of their nonfarm counterparts. About 40
percent of all females 14 years did and over hying on farms
were either working or looking fdr a job in 1976 In com-
parison, females living off farms had a labdr force participa-
ton rate of 46 percent.

Farm males also exhibited some differences in labor force /
participation by region of respence Males 14 years old arid
over living on farms in the Combined Northern an-c' Weste/n
States were more likely khan southern farm residents to he in
the labor force (82. percent versus 76 percent) Among the
female farm population 14 years old and over, about two -
fifths were in the labor force irrespective of rigion.

As in earlier years, labor force participation was somewhat
higher among White farm residents than among,Ellack far
residerits.In 1976, the labor force participation rates f
these two racial groups were 61 and 54 percent, respectivel
(table 5). This racial disparity in labor force participation is
accounted for'by,,differences in the participation of males, as
-there was no significant difference'by race in the likelihood
of .females being in the labor fore t In the male farm popula-
tion )4 years 'old and over, the ra? of labor force participa-
tion was 80 percent for Whttes and 67 percent for Blacks,
among females, both, races had rates of 40 percent.

Agricultural and nonagricultural employpent In 1976,'
2.0 million persons, or 51 percent of tb-- e employed farm
resident labor force, were engaged solely or primarily in agri-
culture (table 4). This represents a decline of 16 percent, or

/about.370,Cil0 workers, in primary agricultural employroent
among:farm. people since 1970. During this same 1570 to
1976 peTiod, there was no significant change in the number
of farm residents working in nonagricultural industrieft-
about 1.9 million workers. However, nonagricultural employ-,
ment as a proportion of total employment of farm people
rose ifOM 45 to 49 percent. Figure 3 shows that as a conse-

eouence of the trends in These two prdportions, the farm
resident labor force in 1976 was almost equally divided
between employment in agriculture and employment in.
nonagricultural pursuits.

t

5

'
There is some evidence that the propor on of the farm \.

resident. labor force employed in nona ncul ural industries
has risen in born of the rriajcir region of the countrysinee

Ir
1970 However, southern farm reside ts are more likely to bp
emilloyed in nonfarm work than re farm residents of the
combined North and West. In 1 6, 57 percent of employed..-
c.luthern farm residents work in nonfarm jobs; out the

South; the prpportion wa 45' percent This disparity is

appartkitly associated with the relativply large number of
low-income farms in/the .South, wAse residents sought
supplemental nonfarr itincome Pr data,from .the
latest Census of Xgriculture (1974) reveal that Southern
States contain t o-fifths of all farms in the United States but
nearly three-f hs of those with sales of less than $2,500 6

Employynent in nonagriculturarindusttries was more preva-
lent amo g farm females than among' arm males. in 1976,
about out of 10 employed farimittident women were efi-
gagera in nonagricultural pursuits, among farm resident males,
only 4-out of-10 were -so employed

Unerliployment. The rate'of unemAyment the propor-
//tion of trk civilian labor force currently withoura, job and

looking for work was celatiYely IA in the farm population.
In 1976, 2.7 percent of the labor force living on farms was
unemployed (table44). Tfte comparable rate frbr the civilian
noninstitutional population living off farms was 8.2 percent .

Within the larg-1 resident labor force, unernployment was--
1.iigher among Blacks then among Whites,' the rates of unem-
ployment in 1976 for A.Erese two racial grbrips were 7 3 per-
cent and 2 4 percent, respectively (table 5) however, despite
this difference, the rape of farm unpmploy nt was below
that of the nonfarm populatibn fof-each racial roup. For the
civilian noninstitutronal populatiOn living off farms, the rates
of unemployment average#13 8 ptrcent for Blpcks and 7.5i . '
percent for Whites dver-the period covered by the survey.

The frequency of holding twO or more jobs among per-
sons employed in agriculture is thought to contribute to /
lower unemployment among farm residents. In May 1976, /
over 800,000 multicple jobholders, one fifth ohe total, had/
at least one job in agricultUte.7 Most of 4,hta gro6p w e
nonagricultural wage and salary Work, s why operpted eir

own larmsis a secondary jo Thus, farm operatorS with
--dual employment who lose ttieir nonfarm jcia are/not con-

sidered as unemployed because of their contin/ed employ-
ment in farm work

Class of worker. Of the 2 0 mrllrorf rm residents em-
ployed inagriculture in 1976, 62 percetyt were self-employer
and 19 percent Were employed in each of the remaining two
classeswage and salary' workers and unpaid family workers
(table 6) Self-employment was 'the major class of work
among farrn persbns employed/rn agriculture irrespective of

, 6U.S. Repartment ,of Com rce, Bureau of the Centue 1974
Census of pigriculture, Prelim; ry Reports Washington, (ICI 1976

Jobhorders:JAay 197C ceSpec! Labor Far Fleport 194 1977.
7 U.S. l*rartment of Bureati of Labor Statistics, Multiple

4.
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Figure 3. Fern Residents Employed in Agriculture and ti

-Nonagricultural Industries, 1 961 to 1976 * s

- "Percent Employed 4

I

10, EN owe.
.01

.Nonagricultural industries .

Agriculture

so I.: se we la Mi.= ell
ii:or ei 00

.44

0_
1960

1

1963. 1966' 1969'

)1e COMPARABLE DATA NOT,AVAILABLE FQR YEARS PRIOR TO 7961
a PERCENT OF FARM RESIDENT LABOR FGLICE.14 YEARS OLD AND OVER

1972 1975 1978

region of residenCe.'However, there were significant differ-
ences in the class of worker distribution by sex Self-

.
employment was the dominant crass of work among farm
males (70 percent), while farm females were most often un-
paid family workers (63 percent)

A, diffeience in class oT worker distribution was also
apparent by race. In 1976, self-employment was the demi-

nant class of work for 63 percent of White- farm resident's

employed in agriculture, whereas only 39 percent of Black
farm residents were self=employed. This lower incidence of
self - employment-(a category, that consists chiefly of farm
operators) reflects the crparatively small number of farms
operated by Blacks. The Census of Agriculture indicates that
less than 5 percent of all U.S farms hakie a Effack operator.

indicated decline betwden 1970 and 1976 in the flan-
of farm residents employed i neagriculture occurred only

among self-employed workers .and unpaid family workers

During this Nearperiod, there was no significant decrease in
the number of farm resident wage and- salary agricultural

olk workers.
y In 1976, there were 1.9 million persons living on 'farms

and working in nonagriculturil failustries, As in earlier years,

these farm. resident nonagricultural\ workers were predomi-
nantly wage and vlary workers regardless of race, sex, or.
region of resiOnce (fable 7)

The total number of persons employed solely or primarily

in agriculture in the United States averaged 3,6 million in
1976 (table D). Of these'a little more than half 155 percent)
lived on farms, while the,remainder lived off farms and com-
muted to work. Although the data for 1978 and 1970 imply,
a decrease of about 100,000 irl rota/ agricultural employ-

ment, the estimated decline is not statistically significant.,

Althou h there has been no significant change in the total
num of agricultural workers, there has been an increase in

both the number and proportion of agricultural workers with
a nonfarm residencelletween4970 and 1976 the number of,
nonfarm 'resident alMultural workers rose from 1.4 million
to 1.6 million;and their proportion of the total ffielteased

from 37 percent to 46 percent. This reflects the itcreasing
trend among farm wageworkers to commute from nonfarm
residences to their farm jobs. In 1976, about, three out of
every four wage and salary agricultural ,workers liy6d 'off
farms (see tables E and 6). In contrast, self-employed and
unpaid family workers in agrictilture continue to be mainly
farm residents. ,

4
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Unlike.their farm countercorts, Oho, as disiussed earlier,
show variations in the clpss of yvorkscAlistuivtioll bisex. and
race, nohfarm resrdeht agricultural: Wdrkeil...4.primaidy

.
wage and salary worliefs regardless-of sexor rage, t ,. -

I
. . .e : -3 ,

^., d .

I ncone- The me drari j n cors e-df farm fanu I l'es was tl ,845

familsk (1abk F). Although( th(srtet:tgibent; 31illf nce .of
alin 1975, sulistantially lowertAztitie413,84 for ,..tlfar9

nearly, $3,000,,the gap is gniy.twothir.dsirrejalm:norifarm.
income differentia)` that existed in 1970. Farm median family,
ncorve 41.1970 was $4,500 less, in ,terms of 975 dollars,
than that of nonfarm farhilies. Once 1970, th median in-/
come of farm families has incrbased r t, while that
of nonfarm fatilies has shown no signs scant change in real '

terms. .

.

ALS
a

. ' r .

I %. ' .
families' below the low -inc me level is 54 parcenf, about 51/2-

. .

times as high as the nati nal average for -all families and
about4%times_al high as that,

\
for Whiteiarm families....."

The contrast-between farm and nonfarm income levels is
particularly sharp among Black families. While Black no'n-

if farm median fanily income was *9,404 in 1975, Black farm
median family income was only $4,851!The latter figure also
presents a strikir4 contrast to.that of White farm families F.
($11,237), being onl' about twocfifths as larbe.

The pt6p6rtion of farm families who are belt*. the.", -
incoMi level (13.7 percent) is higher than that of n farm
families, (9.5 percent). Among Blacks,\he proportion oT farm

einftwe .09

tr

. ,

REVISION OF FARM POPULATION
.

PROCESSING PROCEDURES
. ..

February 1976, ilgo changes were made in the _Current
Population Siitkey (CPS) procedures for determining farm-.
nonfarm residence of the rural ocipulation. The first was
necessitated by the change the oi'fitial fern" definition
announced in late 1975 (see "DefirthLons and Explanliters"

- in tliespiiendix).8 The questions asked of respondents were
altered to enable collection. of data under.the new definition
as well as continuation of collection under the previous deft -.
nitiOn. (A detailed descriptoon sif the old and new questions
is provided in the appendix.) Basically, the first chinge in-
volved the addition of a greater number of farm sales inter-
tals. The second change entailed a refinement in:the pro:
cetlyre for imputing farm:nonfarm 'residence for h,ouseholds

4

"Atli data presented urthis report
Vefinition In use since April 1960

refer to thetpreinclUs farms.
a

:Table b. Persont 14 Years Old and Over Employed in Agriculture; by farm-Nonfarm 'Residence
and Sex: April 1976 and 1970 . .

(Numbers in thousands. Figures are five-,quarter averages centered .pn April)

.

Residence \
-... -,

I

Both sexes
.

...

.--

.-Male

ii

Female
'

Percent siistributioe
-.

pot sexes ,Male I

.
Female

.9,76 1976 1976
_..

1970 19.76
.1

1970 1976 1970
..

191/6 1970'
.

1976 1970

.

Total employed in .
agriculture

Farm residents
NOnfana residents

3,592

1,960
1,633

3,696

2,333
1,363

2,94

1,618
1,323.

3,045

1,902
1,143

651

342
310

1.

,65D

431
220

N

100.0

54.6
45:45

100:0

,63$1
'36.9

100.0

. 5;.0
45.0

109.0'

62.5
37.5

100.0

'52.5
47.6

.
100.(

66.3
--13.E

, 4..

4t

4

Table E. Nonfarm Residents 14 Years Old and Over Employed in Agriculture,
by Class of Worker aild, Sex: April,1976 and 1970 .

(Numbers in thousathds. Figures are five-quarter averages centered onAprii) v"

.

Class of worker

.
410.

.

Both sexes Male
. .

'
Female

--..Percent dietritlistion. 11 :
, .

Both sexes Male Pemale ..

1976 197,0 1976 194p 1976 1970 1976 '1970 1976 1 1970 .1976' 1970,

t
Total agricultural
workers

Self-employed workers
Wage and'eslary workers.- .....
Unpaid family worillirs

1,633

481
1,092

59

1,363

424
872
66

'1,323

436
86?

., 24

1,143

396
$719

27

.

310

45
228

35

.
.

220

28
1513

39

100.0

29.5
66,.9
3.6

.
100.0

31.
64.0.
'4.8

100-0

33.0
65.2

1.8

100.0

'34-6
62,4
2.4

100.0

14.5
73.5
11.3

..,

100.0

12.7
69.5

'17..7

I

12.
---

%

ar
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. with no orise the residence questions. These change s

were made i an effort to reduce the nonsamphng errorsin.
the estimates .11,e., certain bresponse, enumeration, and pro-
c,essing-efrors). The differences which result from thiraddi-
tion of a greater number of sales intervals and the changed
imputatiOn procedure are due entirely tb Changes in' the
rpagnitOde-pf nonsampling ecror. associated with the stets-
ticsTTla,:fevlsedprocedure rs desCribed

*
: sit_ ,'

Chimp in imputation procedure. In t14 late 1960's, the
cettsus Bureau implemented a simple imputation system to
pro9ide missing responses for those households failing.to
answer the, acreage, and farm sales ,puestions used-to deter-
mine faem-nonfarrri ,resIdente irtsitie CPS. The ,imputation
approac)1..assigns 'to',a sample hOusehold witivmssing re-

- sponses Ams. informatiop from a ,"similar" sample household
c ^

that did 'respond to the questions. Thus, during the, proces-
sing of thehousehtt14 records, any rural household with a
missing response to etther.or both of the residence questions
was_ assigned the residence clitssification (farm or nonfarm) pf

the last "good" ruraWousehPld, i e the last pro^$ssed
record with answeX rePoittet1 for both.residenc. e items.

The reviseNgeS_Imputation, system for IniSsirlg acreage
rm sales informatio/ follows the same, generafproc'e

ure. A,rchifference aoseYO'nly when'an ansyver'is reported fdr
one of thexesidence -items (acreage or sales) while the oihei-

,
is left latgnk. In such a situation, the new procedure Maas
use of.the reported item by iniiting the missing response
frog-14Elast -goOd" rural record with a similar respbnse on
the reported item Farm or nonfarm residence under the'ord
farm 'definition is then determined, on the ,basis of the re-

I
vis

ported reslfence item and the imputed item. Undeer the new
farm-`definition, residence rs(determined on tile basis of the

reported,
.
or imputed, farm sales item onlyc

The fpllowmg is a -simplified iflustration'of how the re-
fined imputation system pro-vides arr estimate of acreage or
farm sales fpf a household not responding to the specific
questions on the _COS questionnaoe:

,

A ruralpousehold reports that the place it owns dr
rents has 10 acres or more but does 'not provide the

CPS inte '0;er with information on farm sales. The
impute on systeri-i rs designed to seek out the lastrural

.11bu'se ge of 10 acres. or more-'

and far s ported sale. were in the

$50- 9 'inte ple, that value i
fs then

.. -
assigned anOlihe household with-a missing resporise 'is

classified as.ruTal farm under`the dkl defirmtion.- ,

. -

,Effect of the revisions. Experience has shown that when
'new proceduos.areintroduced into a data processirig system,
some changes in -the results must be expected, Therefore, the

data were examinedto d&rmine the effects, if any, the new
qUestion degign and imputation system had on the 16e1,
geographic distribution, and characterisfics,of the farrpopu-
lation The analysis indicated thataftn:ough the level of rm

popUlation we' ffected 'by the revisions, its demogr is

cheactensiics ..e not significantly tIltered.,

' AlthOugh it was not,possibte to separao the effegts dfthe
reviletrnputation procedure from the new question design,
the cortikned effect of these two pioceduralthanges.could
be approximated It was estimated that 13c1,000 of the

N 'A
.r

Table F. income Characteristics of 'Farm asd Nonfarrniamiliet;by'Race: 1975
. (rsailtes, as of 'March 1978)

4

Character'istic's

All races-
.

"(!-.1-.

,

.
:,'White'

pA -

- -Black and other races
.

Total Farm Nonfarm
..

Total FarM Nonfarm Total .Farm Nonfarm

.

Total families ' Atusands-.

families by 1975 income

Less than $4,000 be loss

$4,000 to $9,999 , . ,

$10,000 to $14,999 '

. '0,000 ;ci $19_4999 ..,

$20,000 ;add vilr.'
. .

Median family income
.

(1975 dcpars): '

. 1975:'..

1974.. ..' .

1973
, r -

1972

1971 ,s.

1.970e

PerCent'of families'
Below low- income level ....

Above low - income level,

5(2:245

100.0
v
8.0
25.3

22.3'

18:8'

p5.7

$13,719
14,081

,14,595
14,300
134668
11,674

100.0

9.7
90.3

- 7,200

100.0

14.8

31.7
19.9

13.6

20.0

$10,845,
11,582

12,167
11,389

9,561
9,393

, 100.0.

13.7

86.3

54,045

100.0

T.7

25.0
22.4

'A 9.0

00

, .

$13,829
14,179

14,719
.14,447
13,868

13,876

100.0

9.5

90.5

49, 87?

100.0

. 6.6

. . 24.1

/2.6
12.5

27.3

$14,268
14,634'
15,254

14,858
14,182
14,189

100.0

7.7

92.3

2,105

100.*0

13.5

.31.4
'20.5

14.0

20.5

$11,237
11,903
12,570

11,122

9,851
9,730

100.0

11.9

-88.1

47,788

100.0

. 6.3°

23.7
22.7

'19.7
. 27.4

JI

$14,391
14,753-
15'091

15,02

14,398

14,405

' 100.0

' ,7.5
92.5

4.1i0

1012124

10.7W,

34.7
20:2

13.3

13.2

0

.$4,321'
9,364
9,200

. 9,142
8,922
9,032,

100.0

25.3
74.7

95

100.0
43.2

36.8
6.3

5.3

7.4
0

$4,857
6,003
-5,536

'5,494
4,92t

p4,278

100.0

.33.7

: 46.3

. 6,27

100.0

' 18.3

34.7
' 20.4

13.4

13.3

.

. $9,404
9,433

, 9,301

9,230

9,053
9,192

10

. 2:1
75.1

Source: Data relate to incomie In 1975 from 604 March 1976 current Population Survey. from Curdentloonulation

Seribc. P-60, -1s. 103 "Money Income and 15Overty Status of Families and Persons, in'the United States:

1975 and 1974 Revisions,(AdvandeiReport)" and Series P-60, Not. 10Fand 102, and unpublished data.
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611,000 decline-in larnli population from 1.975 to 1076 may
be attributed to thg new proCedures. A compatatNe arialysis
of'data kiefoie and after introduction of the new procedurei
revealed some variation but no'sigilifican/ diffe;ence in the
regions+ diStribution, age, race, sex, ?,:employment charac-
teristics of farm population.

7

RELATED R EeOR TS

torftiarable figures for WM appear ifl Farm Population,
Series Cerivis-eRS1P-27), ,No.. 47, and earlier reports were

. .
published annually beginning in 1961.

.

`a

4

,

s

.

Beginning with 1972, the data are not strictly comparadle
with data for earlier years because of adjustments in sample

' design and survey procedures occasioned by .1970 censlis.
daja. HOwever, the effect on comparability Ovith prior data is
riot considered sOfficient to warrant rgvisionsilof earlier statis-.
tics. Application of 1972 procedures to data for March 1970
19werefd the farm population 14 years old and over by about
/5,000.

Although not fully complrable with CPS, farm population
figures for 1970 for the United States, States, and counties
appear .in chapter C. of 1970 Census of Population Volume I,
Characteristics of the Population; characteristics of the farm
population by States are presented in chapter D.

ik

;

,
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Table 1..' FARM POPULATION, BY RACE AND SEX, FOR BROAD AGE-GROUPS:
APRIL 1976'AND 1970 ,

(Numbers ln thousands. Figures arefive-quarter averages %entered on ;

-

Age and rens

1 .

t
Both sexes

.
.

Male(
.

Female

. .

Percent digtrowtion .-

Both sexes Male Female

1976 1970 1976 1970 1976 1970 2976 1970 ' IV,. 1970 1976 1970
_ . ..

Total

I

White
Black and other races

' Under 14 Sears
White...., s

Black"kother races....

14 years and over...
White'
Black and otiler rates

8,253

7711
541

i 1,676
1,541.

134

6,577
.6,170,

407

012

8)775-

938

e
.2;490
2,152.

338

7,222

6,623
600

4,305

4,026
279

878
812
66

3,427
3,214

213

5,004

4,524
480

1,274
1,1or

173

3,730
3,423

307

.4,947

3,685
262

797

. 729

. 68

3,150

2,956
194

4,708.

4,251
458

1,216

1,051

165

3,492

3,200
293

100.0

93.4
6.6 ,

100.0
91.9

8.()

100.0

93.8
6.2

100.0

90.4

9.7

100.0
86.4

13.6

100,0
91.7

8.3'

100.0

93.5

6.5

100.0

12,4*-461:4-
7.5

100.0
93.8
8.2

100.0

90.4

9.6

.100.q,

13.6'

100.0
91.8
8.2

10p.0 ,

93.3
6.6

100.0

91.5

8.5

100,21,

93.T
6.2

100:0

90.3
9.7

loo.o,

86.4

.
13.6

100.0

91.6

8,4

)

a

Table 2. FARM POPULATION, BY AGE AND SEX: APRIL 1976 AND 1970
(Numbers in'thousands. FigUales are five-quarter averages centered on April)

.

Age
`

.

Both sexes
.

Male
.

e ,.

Female
Percent distribution

...

.

Both sexes ' . Male' Female

1976 1970 1976 1970.' 1976 1970 1976 1970 1976 1970 1976' 19;iiik

All ages

Under 14 years
14 years and over

14 to 19 years
20 to 24 years
25 to 34 years
35 to 44,years
45 to 54 years
55 to 64 years.
65:years and over

-

,

8,253

1,676
6577
1,193

531

755

912

1,127
1,070

989

.i,

9:712,--

2,490
7,222

1,316
502
770

1,061

1,250
1202
1,122

. ,

4,305

. 878

3,427
651
299

396

439
579
559
503

'5,004

1,274
3,730

714

269

371

.518

618
641
599

3,947

197

3,150
iiii542
"P233

''' 359
473

547
. 511

4gt

-

4,708

1,216

.3,492

602

.
232

399

543

631
561
523

100.0

20.3

79.7

6.4'6.4
9.1

11.1

13.7
13.0
12.0

100:0

25:6

74.4

13.6

5.2

7.9

10.9

12.9
12.4
11.6

100.0

20.4

79.6

15.1
6.9
9.2

10.2

13.4
13.0
11.7

100.0

25.5
74.5

14.3

"5.4
7.4

, 10.4
12.4
12.8
12.0

100.0

20.2

79.8

13.7A
5.9'
9.1

-112.0
13.9

12.4
12.3

100.0

25.8
74.2

12.8

4:9.

8.5

11.5,

13.4
11.9'

11.11

a
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'Table CHARACTERISTICS OF 'FARM AND NONFARM FAMILIES, BY RACE: 1976
. (For meaning of symbols, see text)

t-...,

Characteristic , ; 1

Pi.-,:,

All races White , Black and otter races
'"

Total
S.

',Farm Nonfarm total Farm
,

NOnfarm Total Farm . Nonfarm

(10..-- 4.., '--

Tots lfem.l.i thous'ands..

Metropolitans.., .thousands..

Percent '

.

'NonmeATop011tan rt , . thousands..

Portent A "t: . ' .

,

All types t

Husband...lie
4Male head, no wife present

Female, head, no husband present

. .

A1l-sizes ° '
.

2 persons '

3 to 5 peisons.'e . 4
. .,

6 pr mdre persons
. ,

MetWsize of family- i

.

All families witp4 own chlieren linger 18.

PerAent with-- . 7t.

1 or 2 own children under 18
3 or 4 own children under 18

..,:- 5 or mote own children under 18

',,

. .

Mean nupber of own children.,

,.

Percent of all families with members--
Undet-18 years

.
,

18 to 64'yeIrs
65 yearsir over

-
56,245
37,801

61.2

.18443
32.8

100.0
14.1
S.6

b3.3.

'100.0

33.8
52.8
9.4

.

3.39
,

30,177

-
70.8

.244.
' 4.0!

2.04

55.8,
b 92.4

17.7

_2,200
416

18.9
1,784
8t.1

'.1,

100.0
._

92,2
''' 3.5'

A.3

100.0"
37.9
50.4

. 11.6

I

3.49

1,032

66.9
1230
9.1.,

2.19

49.0
89.9

24.4

54,045

37,386
'69.2
16,659

30.8

. '
100.0
83.8
2.5

13,3,

1: !--:t.

100.0
37.8
52.9
'9.3

3.39

29,146

A.0
24.6
4.4

2.04

56.1

'92.5
17.4

49,873

32,848

65.9
17,025

34.1

100.0
86.8
2.4

10.8

l'`

4400.0

38.8
52.4
8.3

3:32

214

72.0
24.2

3.8

2.00

.

54.1

92.0
18.0

, 2,105
403

19.1'

1,702
80.9

100.0
92.8
3.2,
4.0

100.0
38a7

AV 50.5
1C/8

3.44

:91r5

68.0
.22.9

9.0
.

2.17

48.3A

89.8

23.8

47,768
32,446
67.9

15,323
32.1

100 0
t

86.6
_ 2.3

11.1

.

100.0

38.8
53.0
8.2

3.32

25,229

. 72.2

24.2
3.6

T.99

54.3
92.1

17.7

'6,372

4,953

77.7
1,418
22.3

I

100.0
.62.9.

4.1

33.0

100.0

30.6
51,8
17.6

1792-

3,963

65.2
27.1
9.7

2.34

'69.1

9Y.5

-_ 15.2

'95

13

13.7
82

86.3

100.0,
t 78.9'

'10.5

10.5

1000
22.1.

48.4
28.4

4.56

42 d

(B)

,(B)'

(8)

(B)

,
65.3
91.6

36.8

,

6,277
4,940
V8.7
1,336
21.3

100.0
62.6

: .4.0

33.3

100.0
30,7
51.9
17,4

5.91

3,917

t

63.3
26.9

9.7

2.33

69.1

95.6

14.9

Source: Data from March 1976. Current Population Survey.. See Current Population Reports, Series P.20,io. 311, "House-

hold and'Family, abaracteristics: March,1976." See tables A-1, A-2, and or standard errors.

w.
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Table 4. EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF THE FARM POPULATION 14 YEARS OLD AND OVER, BY SEX,
-

. APRIL 1976 AND 1970, AND BY REGION. APRIL 1976

(Numbers in thousands. Figures are fiye-quarier centered on April).

4

Sex and employment status

.

,
.4

United States

.

North
and,
West

-

S01412
'

,

' .PercentAistribution
-

'United States
North and

West
South

1976 1970 1976 1976 1976 1970 1976 1976

.-

36th'sexes'

IA labor force
Not. in labor tome

In labor force
EmplOyed
Agriculture
Nonagricultural

Unemployed

Male

IM/labor"forqe '

Not ip labc:rjorce

In labor force
Employed

Agriculture:.
Nonagricultural

Unemployed

Female
In labor force

laborNot'in labor force

r, labor force v
Employed '

...Agriculture

Nonagricultural
Unemployed

'

.

r

industries

4W

, ..

industries

.

.

'

industries

'

'

'

.

,

.

..-

6,577
3,980

2,597

3,980
3,871

1,960

4
1,912

109'

3,427
2,727
699

2,727

2,678
1,618
1,060

49

3,150
1,252
1,898

1,252

1,193
342

851
59

7,222

4,293
2,929

4,293
4,211

'2,333
1,878

'82

3,730
2,974

. 756-

2,974

2,932

1,902

1,030
42

, ,

3,492

1,319
e2,1734

1,319
1,279

431

849
40

'

4,084

2,526
1,557

2,526

2,468

1,356
1,113

4

2,150
1,756

393

1,76
1,730
1,116

614
26

1,934
770

1,164

770

738

240
498
32

2,493

1,454,

1,040

1,454
1,403

604
799

51

1,277
,971
306

971

948
502

446
23

1,216

482

734

4§2

455
102

353
21

_ ,

100.0

60.5

38.5

100.0
97.3

49.2

48.0
2.7

' 100.0
79.6

20:4

100.01
98.2

59.3

38.9
1.8

100.9

Ir./
60.3

100.0

95.3
27.a
68.0
4.7

100.0'

51.4
40.6

100.0

. iSrt
54.3
43.7
1.9

4100.0
79.7

20.3

100.0
- 98.6

64.0
'34.6'

1.4

- 100.0
37.8

462.2

100.0
97.0
32.7k
64.4
3.0

.

'

...

0

100.0

61.9"
38.1

100.0
97.7
53.7
44.1
2.3

100.0
81.7

8.3

100.0
98.5

.

63.6
35.0
1.5
./.

100.0
39.8
60.2

,100:0
95.8
31.2
64.7
4.2

.

100.0
'58.3

41.7

100.0
96.5
41.5

.55.0
3.5

,

100.0
Z6.0

24.0

Itom
' 97.6

51.7
45.9

-, 2.4

100.0
39.6

60.4

100.'0

94.4

21,2
73.2

5.6

ti

.41

V

17

o'

MP*

.0.--"" "'V
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Ta6re 5. EALOYMENT STATUS OF THE ;441 POPULATION YEARS OLD AND OVER,
BY RACE, SEX, AND F REGION: ,APRIL 1976 .

(Numbers in thousands. Figuresare fivelbarter averages centered on April. For meaning of symbols; see text)

Labor force, status, race, and sex

44

United
States

North and
'West South

Percent distribution
.

United
States

North and

West South

.
.WRITE '

,

Both sexes
In libor force
Pot in 'labor force

In labcm-force
/*loped ..

Agriculture 6 ..
Nonagricultural industries

Unemployed.... .

I
Hale

.In labor-force
Not, in labor force

.

In aab force
Employed ' I

. Agriculture i

Nonagricultural industries . ,

Unemployed ,

Female .

In labor force ,,
V%

Net in labor force rJ
In labor force,

Employed ,
' '

Agriculture
* Nonagricultural industries

,

Unemployed
. .

BLACK AND ;0711ER RACESRACES
O., .. 1( 4

MF ' Beth 'sexes.,,

In fOrce '"' , i

Not in ,),abort II

.
-.

# 4

In.laborforce
.Imploibd '

Aviculture
Illonggricuftural industries

.c.Unamiloyed }

f
Hale....,

In lajer force ', .,

Not Lflabof force --.0-- '

--..

In lagorttorhe' ..
.

Employed
.

Sgriculture ..4, .

Monagricultmral industries
.Ungsployed

. .4:

,

?resale
In labor force i

1Net An labor force i. 0
'I'

In labor force
employed :' . .

Agriculture
',Nonagricultural indu-stries

isemployed
.

...

'

.

s

.

,

,

.

./..

.

'

..
.:

t

?

..

....

..

.

......Ss'

.

,J,

:

6,170

3,761

2,409

3,761

3,969

1,865

1,803
92

3,214
2,585
628

2,585

2,544'

1,539

1,006
41

2,956

1,175

1,781

1,f75
1/24
327
398
51

.

407

2%9

. 219

,' 203. 944
108

16

.213

142

71

g
14.2

134

79

55

8

194
77'

118

'.

77

.69
.6.15."

54

8

.

-.

-,

i

4,045

'2,606

1,540

2,506

2,449

.1,341
1,107

h7

, 2,128
1,739

389

.

1,739
1,713

1,103
610
26

1,917
766

.1,152

766

735

239
497
31

It 3$
21

18

21

20

.015

1

' 21
17

5

,17
17

' 13

4

17
5

13

5

2

1

.

/.

f

.

2,125

1,255
869

1,255

1,220
524
696
35

1,086
846,
239

846
831,

436
396

15'

1,-039

409
629

404'
- 389

88
301
20

/6'. :4
369
198

171

-198

183

80

103
15

192

125

66

125
',417

66

51

8

177

72

105

72

' 65'
43
52

17

'

'

',

,

,

100.0
161.0
39.0

100.0
97.6

49.6
47.9
2.4,

1013.0

80.4
19.5

100.0

98.4
59.5
38.9

%.
1.

100.0
39.7
60.3'

100.0
95.7

427.8
67.9

4.3

100.0
53.8
46.4

100.0
92.7

42.9
49.3
7.3

100.0
66.7
33.3

100.0
94.4
55.6
38.7

5.6

'100.0
39.7
60.8

100.0
89.6
19.5
79.1

16.4

; '

,

100.0
62.0
38.1.

'100.0

%.75
44.2
2,3

100.0
81.7

18.3

100.0

98.5
63.4
4.1
1.5

100.0

40.0
60.1

100.0
46.0"

31.2
64.9
4.0

(B)

(8)

.(B)

(B)

* (B)
(B)

(B)

(B)

(B)

(B)

(B)

(B)

(B)

(B)

(B)

(B)

(B)

(B)

(8)

(B)
(B)
(B)

(B)

(fir

'

4

.

.

100.0

59.1

40.4

100.0
97.2

41.8
55.5
2.8

100.0
77.9.

22.0

1130.0
98.2

51.5
46.8
1.8

100.0

39.4
60.5

100.0

95.1

21.5

73.6

4.9

100.0
53.7
46.3

100.0
92,,4

49.4
52.0
7.6

-100.0

65.1

34.4

100.0
93.6

52,8
40.8
6.4

.100.0

40.7
59.3

(B)

(B)
(B)

(B)

(B)

1
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Table 6. FARM RESIDENTS 14 YEARS OLD AND OVER EMPLO ENV A RICULTURE By CLASS

0& WORKER, RACE, AND SEX, APRIL 1976 AND 1970, AN BY REGION: APRI 1976

(Numbers in thousands: figures are five-quarter averages centered on April. meaning of symbols, dee text)

' ,

,

Rwere.,
Attr.,-,:and class of worker,, ,

,, *

.

United $t

North
. and

West

1

South

Percept 4titributton .

tea States

..
North and

West South

1976 19 ' 1976 1976
1

'
.

1976 1970 1976 . 1976

TOT

.,,14.-

AGR TURAL INIRERRS

Bo sexes a

f-1114 ed workers ...'
salary workers., ,

, family workers
.,

Male 1

Sdrf-emploied workerd. t..'. . lc.... .,
Wage and salary workers
Unpaid tamily workeps a .

.
.

Fmmalq * ,. .
cell - employed workers..... If
Wage and 'salary* WOketa.. W

Unpaid lazily workers
. .

WHITE' ' .

. 5 '.. . ,,

' Both sexes
i

.
Self- employed workers

..

Wage gnd -hal ary workers
Unpaid family workers , ,

.
Male .. . ,.... 4 ... . .... ; . a . .i -*

Self-employ40 workers .
Wage and salary workers
Unpaid. f amilry. work er d ":.,

----

Female c

Selt-employed corkers s.,
Wage Ind, Salal7 wokers.` ..1
Unpaid family workers ,

BLACK AND Y11ER RAPES

Both sexes
Self-employed workers -' ,.
Wageana 'salary workers
Unpaid family workers

Mile
.

r
sr.f-employed workers . ,.:

lfige and salary wofkeis ,
Unpaid family workers

.

Female
.' ,

...
9e1f-employed workers i' '

"Wage and salary'workers 4

Unpaid fa*mily ,ror ' ..

t

'4. 1,960
1,240

379

.370

.
: ,1

.1,134
330
.153

'4, ioor

.342.
- .. 77..

49
N '

. 216

i

4
1,865"
1,182
'' 396*

..4t,453
7

" , i539 ,:'
'1,106

.268
!' .144

I

. 327
76

, 42
?, 209'

,,
941

28
49
133

' ' '79
27
42
10

. 15
" 1

7

-8

'

'," '2;333
1,411

.395.
526

1,902
1 1,351

,o,,, , 349
/ 200.

.

t436,
59

... : zed,
326...

... 4

#2,i5811i
. 1,358er

299
, 501, .

1,2q2
,..1.,3174

, 2.71.4

- 117,...-,
.

. 396
'. 54

28
,,, 314
,

.
s). '175

.531
97

° 25

' , 140
,, ,,,o168

79

% 13-'

'35
'

1812'..,.._._____..'002)

,

N

1;356
84t.

. 214
281

1,116
. ',. 793:f

'204
'.*118

, ' 24(,11
, 49

.,' .30
, 42

.. r

1:341
I,' -836'
rs ,225.,

, 42k)
e.

r,103in
`, . 191!...

4 118
11

,
4,
-239
'49

- 28
- 142

r
., 14

'5.. .
8

. -...
2'5

-' ' , 13
'''.. 5'
. 7.

.*' 1

--2

. T

e,

604
ea369

.,, 145,
89

4
_

, 502
341

4 ''' 8,26
- '' 35e

'102
' "t 28

' , 19,P
, 54i,.
,

. ' 624
346

'' ,105

i,

436
319 401,'

10, 91'
... ' 26

).: 8e,
. 37

,.. ... 14
47,,

.4 ,,
r '-- :

. . 80
if 23'

41
' ..,16

' ' 66
- 22

'35
9

15
1

ih , 6

t
,

"

'

1
te;

,"

.

..
-

-

'
.

'

,
1

,

'

.

100.0
61.7
12.3
18.9

...

loo.100.0'

70,1
20-4
9.5

.180.0-
:, 22.5

14.3
63427

-
.

loo.
, 63
' 1 .

18.9
. '
100.0
2.3..%
.,2,9.,7

4i4

Imo
f-.3,.2
;2.8
63.9

100.6:
''29,.d

52.1
19.1

100.0
' '34.2

'5,3.2
1212.7

, (3)
(B)

. ,(BS

,
4

100.0
60,5
16.9

, -22.5
,

1p0:0
_. 71.1

18.3' 10.5

too.°
13;7

.. 10.7.
. 75%6

100.0
, 62,9

13.9
'' 23,2
. '''

' 100.0 ,
'4

... 74.9L
15'. 4
113.6

100.0
13.6

*- 7.1
"79.3

.

'
"t

100.0
30.3.
55.41

: 14..3

'100.0' 34.3
56.4

. 9.3

(B)
, 27/1

(B)

'

(11P,

l'
-

J,.
,

.

.

-

.
'

...

,

.-

."

100.0
6240
17.3
20.7.

100:0
,71.1

18.3
.10.6
'
100.0
20.4
18:5

.67,5

,
100.0
p62.3

16..8
20.9.

100.0
71.4
17.9,
10.7

100.-0
20.5
11.7"
6.7.8

-(B)
(B)
(B)
(B)

(B)
(B)
(B)

,(B)

(B)
(B)
(131,

.(

.
:

s.

, \
4 6

.

...

'

' '

.

.

''...1

100.A
61.1
24.0
14.7

wo o
67.9
25.1

700

100.0
, V5
;18.6
52.9

j
4

.

100.0
,66.0
20.0
13.9

100.0
73.2
20.9
6.0

100,0
i 30.7

15.9
53.4

100.0
28.8
51.2
20.0

(B)
(B)
(B)
(B)

- (B)
(B)
(B)
(B)

2t

4 19

a

f.7

4

if
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Table 7. FARM RESIDENTS 14 YEARS OLD AND DVER EMPLOYED IN NONAGRICULTURAL
INDUSTRIES, klif CLASS-OF WORKER, 'WAGE, AND SEX, FOR REGIONS: APRIL 1976

(Numbers in thousands. Figurk are five - quarter, averages centered on April. For meantng Of symbols, sea text)

.

,Race, Six, and class of work'
;

,

.
,

.

.

'

United
States

North and
West

'

South

Percent distribution

United
States

North and
west

,,f

South
.

, .
.

TOTAL NONAGRICULTURAL WOOERS

.'

Both sexes.;
Self- employed workees,

Wage and salary workers
Unpaid family workers

tale .

Self-employed, workers

Wage and salary w rkers
Unpaid,famllt?:Hr rk4rs0 't

Fedpld°
Self-employed rkeis -

Wage and salary orkers /

'Unpaid family workers. ...t

4WHITE _

Both sexes
Self-employed workers
Wage and salary workers
Unpaid family workecs /

Male 1 '

Sell-employed workers
Wage.andpatlary workers
linpaia%/Tuai* workers

Female ,

Self-employed workers
Wage And salary workers
Unpaid family workers

a. 1
BLACK AND OTHER RAC1S

Both *exc.,

Self-employed workers
Wage and salary workers
Unpaid.fam14.ywork'ers.. .

-

Male.,
Self-employed, workers
Wage an salary workers
,Unpaid family .:,/,drkers

Female
Self-employed worker., .

Wage and salary workers
Unpaid fdmily workers

4

a

.1#

.

.-Ir

of.

w

,

-

.

/

c

t

.

%

.

1.

_

.

. i .

.

.

r'

I

.

,,. . .

,

...

7.

'

°

.

50

-

.

.

r

.

.

e
1,912

183

1,707

22

1,060

129

928

3

851

53
779

19

%
,

.1,803

177

1404
''21

1,006

.124

878

3

e 798

53

726
18

.

108

' 5

103

55

'5

54'

53

-

.

'

'

.

..

.1,113

98
1,004

10

614

69

544
1

498
28

460
10

1,107
97

999

10

"610

69'

540.
,1

497

28

459

9

,

I'

,
5

,.

5
.

4

4
'

'2
-

1

:'

\

. '

,

0

799.
85

'703
12

446

60

384
2

353

25

319

9

-

696

8(1

6(1s

11

396

55

338

2

' 301

.25
267

9

101'

18

- 51
5

46
-

I

52

-

52

-

,

100.0
9.6

89.3
1.2

.'

00..0

12.2

87.5

100.0
6.2

91.5

2.2

-100.0
9.8

89.0

1.2

100.0
12.3

87.3

.3

10010

.. 6,6

91..0

'2.3

100.0,

4.6
95:4

-

(B)

. (B)

(B)

(B)

(B)

(0
(B)

.(B)

P

.

'

,

'

X

'

, 100.0

8.8
.90.2

100.0

11.2

88.6

At

S
- 100.0

5.6
92.4

2.0

;100.0
8.8

90.2

9

100.0-

11.3

88.5

, .2

100.0'

5.6

92.4

1.8

(B)

(R)

(B)

(B)

(B)

(B)

B)
. (B)

(B)

'(B)

(B)

(B)

y

.

.

100.0
10.6

88.0
1.5

100.0
13.5

86.1
.4

I

100.0
7.1

90.4
. 2.5

.

100.0
. 11.5

86.9
1.4.,!..6

. 10940

11:9

'85,4

, e .5

100.0

8.3

88.7
3.0

. 100.0
4.9

B5.1
-

(B)
. (B)

(B)

' (B)

, (B)

(B)

(B)

GS)

J

all

20

v

.
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Appendix
DEFINITIONS AND EkPLANATIONS

Population coif erage./With the exception of theio op-

utation shown in table. A, all figures in this reportrelate to

the civiiannonirisirtutional population. The total population

4showh in' tat1e B (10,332,00p) differs from the estimated-
April 1, 1976 total civilian population (202,611,000) chitfly
ip excluding the iristitutiona population: For the Current

Population Survey, both the institutional and tnilitary 'cam-
ponehts of the population are regarded as entirely nonfarm,

- I Farm population, In the Current Population Survey, as in
the 1960 and 1970 Censuses of Populatign, the farm popula-

Stion Consists -of all persons living in rural territory on pikes
of 10 or mor&acres if as muchfas $50 worth of agricultural
products were sold, from the place in the reporting year (for

the CPS theoireceding '12 months).,It also includes those
living on places of under 10 writ if as much, as $250 worth
of agricultural proctuCts were solefrofn the place iP the re-

porting year. 1r;ersons in.institutions, summer camps, motels,
and tourist camps, and those living on rented places where no

land is used for farming, are classified as nonfarm
From April -160 through JanuarY 1976, fern, residence

was determined in the Current Population Survey by the
fesporises to two questions. Owners are asked, "Does this
place have 10 or mare acres?" anti renters are asked, "Does

the place you rent have 10 ortraege acres?" If tile response is
"Yes/' the respondent is asked, "During the Nit 12 months,
did sales of crops, livestock, and other farm pr cts from

this place amount to S50 or morer: If theacreage ponse is

"No," inquiry relates to sates of $256 or more
,.Beginning in February 1976, the second question was

altered so that afterlresponding either "Yes" or "No" to the

acreage 1,nquiry,..owners/renters are asked, "During the past

f2 months, how much did sales otsrpps, livestock and other
farm products from this place amount top" The respondents

are. given a choice of four answers "$1,000 or more," "$250

(.. to $9b9," "$50 to $249," and "Under $50 .
.The question was changed to enable identification of the

farm population as defined previosjsly'_, (see above) SW as

defined under the 'pew farm definition annouficed by the
U.S. Department of Agriculturear,bd the Bureau of the Cen-

, sus in August 975 Under the new definition, a farm is
identified on the. basis of sales alone, and is defir ed as any
place frtm which $1,000 or more of agricultural products are
sold, or would probably be sold, from the place in the report-

ing year.
NI of the" farm figures presented in this report are based

on the acreage-sales farm definition in use since-1960. Since

the $1,000 sales item Was not asked for' all 5 of the months

needed in computing the April-centered annual average for

19761see. "Five-quiver averages centered. on April" in this
section) 'comparable farm population estimates for both the

old and new definitions are not avairable for 19 *.
Farms located within the boundaries of urban territory,

comprising a small minarrty of all farms, are not treated as
farms for population census purposes', and their population is

not included in the farm populatiOn. Urban territory includes

all pfaCes,wit a population of 2,500 or more and the densely

- settled' urbanized fringe' areas around carts of 50,000 or
more. Beginning livith the 1972 estimate,,the estimated farm

labdepulation is limited to, die rural territory as determined in
the 1970 Census of Populatiorf In the Current Population
Surveys of 1963 thiOugh 1971, the urban-rural boundaries
used were those of the 196Q Census of Population and did' f

not ',eke into account the annexations and other substantial

expansions of urban territory that were incorpOrated into the

19'70 Census of Population 'The net effect was to classify an/

unknown number of persons as rural-faro? in the Current!

Pbpulation SurVeys of 1970 and ,1971 who were treated aS

urban (and hence nonfarm) in the 1970-census as:we'll as th

the Current Popblation Surveys beginning in 1972 ,

In the Current Population Survey, unmarried p_ersops

attending college away, frow home-are enumerated,as resit

dents of their parents' homes, whereas in the Census of Popu-

latitin such persons are enumerated as residents of the com-

munities in which they live while attending 4college The

effect of this difference is tp classify a larger pumber of

college-agedpersons as farm residents 'in the Current Popula-

tion ,Survey than would be so classified under decennial ce(i-
.

sus usage.

Nonfarm. population. The nonfarm population comprises. '

all persons living in urban area and all ;oral persons not on

farms 'I - s'

fr-quaror averages centered qn April. April-centered
annual averages of the farm population for the yek.s 1970
through 1976 were computed` by using data Mr the'five.quar-
ters centered on the April dte for which the estimate was
being prepared For example, for April 1976; quarterly esti-
mates for the months of October 1975, and January, April,
July, and October 1976, were used with a weight of orr.
eighth given to tach of the two October estimates and a
weight of one-fourth to each of the estimates for the other 3
months. One reason,for the choice of April as the date fbr
centering- population estimates is that P.m is the decennial'

census month.

.21
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April.centered annual averages fo r persons under 14 years
by race and ,sex, and for persons 14 years old and over, by` race, sex, age, labor force characteristics, and regro* were
also computed for 1976 by using.dat'a for the specified char-
acteristics for the five quarters centered oh April 197k.

yletropolitan-nonmetropolitan residence. The population
residing in standardrpetropoli/an statistical area (SMSA's)
constitutes the metropolitan population. The metropolitan
population in this report is based on SMSA's as defined in
the 1970 population census publications and does not in-
clude any subsequent additions or changes. For the 1970
census, except in New England, an SMSA is a county or
group of contiguous countres'which,4contains- at least one city
of 50,000 inhabitants or mike, or "twin cities" with a com-
bined population of at least 50,Q00. In addition to the coun-
ty, or counties, containing such a city'or cities, contiguous
counties' are included in ap SMSA if, iccordingto cergr.)
criteria, they are essentially metropolitan in character and are
socially and economically integrated with the central county.
In New England, "SMSA's consist of towns and cities, rather
than counties.

14. 4

Geographic regions. The major regions of the United
States for which data are presented represent groups of
State's, as follows:

a

North and Waillogleast, North Central, and West
regions combined,

Northeast: Connecticut, Maine, MassachUsettS, New
Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode
Island, Vermont.

North Csntral: Illionois, Indiana,
Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska,
Ohio, South Dakota, Wisconsin-.

West: Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii,
fdaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah,. Wash-
ingtcp, Wyoming.

coiSouth: Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, District of
bia, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, L uisiana, Maryland,

Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, uth Carolina, Ten-
nessee, Texas, Virginia, West Virginia('

Age. The agar, classification is ba on the age of the

Iowa, Kansas,
North Dakota,

person at laSt birthday,

Race. The population divided
basis of race: White, Black, and "o
,gory includes Indians, Japanese,

except White and Black. In the
refer to' Blacks and persons of rac

o three groups on the
r races." The last cate-

riese, and any other race
xtof this report, Blacks
other than White.

Farnjly. The term "family," s used in this report, refer's
to a group of tw000r more pe ons related by blood, mar-
riage, or adoptiop/and residing ther, all such persons we

C

considered as members of the same family. Thus, if the son
of the head of the househotd.and the son's wife are in the
household, they are treated as part of the head's family. On
the other hand, a lodger and his wife not related to the head

'of the household or an unrelated servant ancihls wife are
conside-7red as,additional families, 'and npt a part of the house-
hold head's family.

The mean size of family is derived by diyiding the number
of persons in families by the total number of families. In the
classification of families by number of family members, the
head of the family' and all other persons in the family are
inCluded. The number of family members is the same as size
of family.

Head of family. One person in each family was designated
as the heat The heat) of a family is usually the person re-

- garded as the head by membeTs of the family. Women are not
'classified as heads if their husbands' are resident members of
the family at the time of the survey. Married couples related
to the head of a faLnily are included in thehetta's family and
are, not classified as separate families.

The Census Bureau has traditionally designated a head of
household to serve as the central reference person for the
collection and tabulation of data for individual members of
the household (or family). However, recent Social changes
have resulted 'in a trend toward mote equal status for all
members of the household (or family), making the term
"head" less relevant in the analysis of household and family
data. 'As a result, the Bureau is currently developing n10041%,

techniques of enumeration,and data presentation which will
eliminate th'e-COncept of -"head." While some of the data in
this report are based on the concept of "head," niethodology
for future Census Bureau reports will reflecta gradual move-
ment away from this traditional practice

4

Type.,of.lamily. The classification of families by type is
based on the 'sex and tharital status of head. FaNithes with a
head and wife present are termed "husband-wife" families.
Families m_ which the spouse of the head is not present are
families with "other male head" or "female head" depending
on the sex of the head.

Own children. "Own" children in a family are single
(never d) sons and daughters, including stepchildren
and ado children, of the family head. In table 3, the'
mean nu r of own children is derived by dividing the
number of children by the total number of families with own
children under 18. .

) i
Marital 'status. Data refer to present marital.stati4.-The

primary categories of marital status are single (never married)
and ever married. The following sub-categories Of ever
Lnarri may be' distinguished.. (1) married, spouse present; ,

(2) mar ed, spouse Ibsen! (excluding separated); (3) sep-
arated; (4 ed; or (5) divorced.

Lifetime birth expectations. Lifetime births expected are
determined by adding any Idditional births a woman expects

4422
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to the children she havalready borne, if any. Questions re-'
girding expected additional births were asked in June 1976
of women 14 to 39 years old who were currently married

< (spouse present or spouse absent excluding separated).

Birthi to date. In the data on birth exp ons of wives

in table C, the number of "births to has the same
meaning asthe humbgr of children, ever born.

Children ever born. The term "children ever born" refers
to the total number of live births reported by ever-married
women.'Inguded in the number are children born to the
woman jggfore her preseot marriage, children no longer living,
and chiT, en, away from home, as well as children who were
stilt living in the home.

Labor force and employment status. The definitions of
labor force and employment status in this report relate to the
population 14 years old and over.

Labor force. Persons are classified as in the labor force
if they Were employed as civilians, unemployed, or in the

, Armed Forces during the survey week The "civilian labor
force" is comprised of all civilians classifiecras employed or
unemployed.

-.----
). - frspfoyed. Employed persons comprise (1) all civilians
who, during the specified week, dig any work at all as paid
employees or.in, Their own business or p fession, or on their

'own farm, or who worked 15 hdursor re as unpaid work-

ers on a farm or in a' business operated by a member of the
family, and (2) all those who were not working-but who had
jobs or businesses from which they were temporarily absent

1 because of illness, bad weather, vacation, or labor-

management Aispute, or because they were taking time off
'-for personal reasons, whether or not they we,re paid by their
employers for time off, and whether or not they were seek-
ing other jobs Excluded from the employed group are per-
sons whose only activity consisted of work around the house
(such as own home houseworjc painting or repairing own
Dome, etc.) or volunteer workl for religious, charitable, and
similar- organizations.

Unemployed. Unemployed persons are those civilians
who, during .the _survey week, had no employment bitt were
ivailable for work and (1) had engaged in any specific job-
seeking activity within the past 4 weeks,-such as registering at
a public or private employment office, meeting with proac-
tive employers, checking with friends or relatives, placing or
answering advertisements, wr4ting le ers of application, or
being on a union or professional regis er, (2) weremailing to
be called back to'a job from which they d been laid off, or

' (3) were waiting to'report.to a nev) wage OF salary, job within

30 days. ita .. /

Not in the labor force. All civilians who are not classi-
fied as employed or unemployed are defined as "not in the

4
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labor force." This grbuciNwho are neither employed nor seek-
ing work includes persons engaged only in own home-house-
work, attending school, or unable to work becaule of long
term physical or mental illness; persons who are retired or
too old to work; seasonal workers fonwhom the survey week
fell m an off season; and the voluntarily idle,. Persons doing
only unpaid,family work (less than 15.hours) are also classi-
fied as not in the labor foice.

Agriculture. The industry category ,"agriculture" is so
twhat more inclu ye than the total of the two major occ a:

ton groups, "farmersarmers and farm managers" and "farm
laborers and supervisors." It also includes (1) persons em-
ployed on farms in occupations silich as truck driver,

mechanic, and bookkeeppr, 41c1 (2) persons engaged in cer-
tain activities other than strictly farm operation such as
cotton enning, contract farin services, veterinary and breed-
ing services, hatchdries, experimental stations, greenhouses,
landscape gardeningktree service, trapping, hunting 13reserves,

and kennels.

!..Nonagricut I industries. This category includes all in-
Limes not specifically classed under agriculture.

Multiple jobs. Persons with two or more jobs during the
survey week were classified as emploged in the industry in
which they worked the greatest number of hours during the
week. Consequently, some of the persons shown in this re-.
port as tngaged ienonagnicultural activities also engaged in
agriviture and vice versa.

Class of Worker

;Self-employed workers. Persons who worked for profit or
fees in their own business, profession, or trade, or who
operated a farm either as an owner or tenant.

Wage and salary workers. Persons who worked for any
governmental unit or private employer for wages, salary,i
commission,-trps, pay "in kind," or at piece rates.

Unpaid family -workers. Persons who worked without pay
on a farm or in a business opera led by a person to whom
they are related by blood or mar age.

Income. Total money income is the algebraic sum of the
gmoonts received in the preceding calendar year from each of
the folloWing sources: (1) Money wages or salary; (2) net
income from nonfarm self-employment, (3) netificome from
-farm self - employment; (4) Social Security or railroad retire-
ment; (5) dividends, interest (on savings or bonds), income
from estates or trust, or net rental income; (6) public assist-
ance dr welfare payments; (7Y-unemployment and workmen's

compensation, government employee pensions, or veterans'
payments; 48) private pensions, annuities, alimony, regular
contributions from persons not living in this household, and
other periodiconcome:



20

Receipts from the following sources are not included as
(1) Money received from the sate of property, such

as stocks bonds, a house, or a car (unless the person was
4engage'd in the business of selling such property, in which
case the net proceeds would ...counted as income from
self-employment); 121,withdrals of bank deposits, (3) -

oney borrowed; (4) tax refunds; (5) gifts; and (6) lump-
st m inheritrces or instirance payments.

gamily income. The `total income of a family issthe Ige-

brai sum of the amounts received by all income recipients in
the frilly.

In the income distribution for families, the lowest income
group (less than $4,000), includes those families who were-
classified as having no income in the income year and those
reporting a loss in rretincome from farm and nonfarmielf----
employttient or in rental income. Many of these were living
on income "in kind," savings, or gifts, or were newly consti-
tuted families, or familieS in which the sole breadwinner had
recently died or had left the household. However, many of
the families who reported no income probably had some
money income which was not recorded in the survey.

It should be noted that although the income statistics
refer to receipts during the preceding year, the composition
of families refer$-,to the time of the survey. The income of
the fa'mily does not include 'amounts received by persons
who were members of the family during all or part of -the
income year if these persons no longer resided with the
family at the time of enumeration. On the other h d, family .
income includes amounts reported by related pe s'who
did not reside with the family during the income ear but
whq were members, of the family at the time of enorn ration.

The median income is the amount which divides the di,stri-
bution into two equal grO-ups, one having incomesa e the

median, and the othe having incomes below the media The

medians for families ar based cfti all families.
I

Low-income (pover definition. Families and unrel ted
individuals are classified as being above or below the I w-

income. level using the poverty index adopted by a Fede al
Interagency Committee in 1969. This index is-based on e

Department of Agriculture 1961 Economy Food'Plan a
reflects the different cons,u ption requirements of fermi'
basedon their size apd co position, sex and age of th
family head, and farm-nonfa m residence. In order to keep
the poverty index constant o er time, the thresholds are up-
'datedeennualty based on c nges in the Contumer Price
Index. The low-income thres old for a nonfarm family of
four was $5,500 in 1975, 275 in 1972,,and $2,03 in
1959. Corresponding low-in me thrisholds for a farm
family of four were $4,695 i 1975, $3,643 in 1972, and
$2,539-in 1959.

In analrzing, data on the low-income population, the
following limitations should noted. The low-income con-

- cept has been developed in or er totdentify, in dollar terms,
_ a minimum level of income a quacy_ for families of different

.°

*

types in keeping with American consumption patterns. Based
on -an analysis ofl the percent of income devoted to food
expenditures, art estimate was developed of the minimum
cost at which an American family, making 'aVerage choices,
can be iliovided with a diet meeting recommencled nutri,-;

---tionargoafs. Consequently, it is an overall statistical yardstick
which reflects the' different consumption requirem ents ,of
families of different size, taking into acCourtt family compo.
salon and farm-nonfarm residence Insofar as individual cir-.
cumstances or consumption patterns differ, the dollar value
of the lowtincome threshold for a giv6n family sLie may not
represent the money-income required by an individual family

Ito maintain a level of -economic well - being equivalent ti
other families with similar incomes.'

Average annual rate of change. Average annual rates of a'

change.are estimated ,Using an exponential model. Specif-
ically the average annual rate of change is definid to bethe
value x which satisfies the relatiiInship

yt Yoe
tx

C

(1)

Here yo is the population at an initial point in time, t is the

population at 'a later point in tir'ne, and t is the number of
years that have elapsed between the measurements of the
population sizes. The annual average rate of charige. is esti-
mated using the estimates of the population for the two
points in time in equation (1) and solVing for x.

t

Symbols. A dash "--"represents zero and the symbol "B"
means that the base for the derived figure/s less than 75,000.

Rounding. the individual figures in this report are round-
led to the nearest thousand. With few exceptions, the indi-
vidual figures have' not been adjusted to group totals, which
are independently rounded. Percentages are rdunded to the
nearest terith of a percent; therefore, the percentages in a
distribution not always add to exactly 100.0 percent. The
totals, hovIever, e always shown as 100.0. Percent agesa rev.

based 61;1 the rounded absolute numbers.

SOURCE AND RELIABILITY OF
THE ESTIMATES

Source of data. Most of the estimates in this report are
April-centered five-quarter averages of data colleted in1/41960
throtigh 1976 from the Current Population Survey (CPS) of
the reau of the Census. The monthly CPS deals mainly
wit labor force data for the civilian, noninstitutional popu-
lation. Questions relating to labor force participation are
asked about each member 14 years old and older in each
sample household. Data on fertility .and birth expectations,
income and low income status for the year 1975, and
household and family characteristics of farm and nonfarm
families\are not based on five-quarter-averages. These types
of data arc obtained from supplementary questions to CPS

111,-
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asked in /the months of June (fertility) and March 1926. The

farm and nonfarm residence data for persons a're April -

centered five-qbarter averages., .

The present CPS sample was Mtially selected from the
1970 census file and is updated coAtinuously 'to reflect new

ability" below). Previous sample designs used, as a basis, files

nconstruction where possible (see section " nsampling Vsample

) from the census most recently completed at the time. .

r
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The following table provides a description of some aspetts
of the CPS sample designs in use during the referenced data
collection periods

/
The estimation' procedure ysed for the monthly CPV-

',data involves,the inflation of the weighted semi. results to
independent estimates of the civilian noninititutional popula-
tion of the United States, by age, race, and sex. These in-

.

Descrjption of the Curretreliopulation Survey
.

. .
v *

%

Time period

e.

Number of
sample a'reas 1

Hcius eholds eligible
. Households

visited, not
eligible

.
Interviewed

Not ,

interviewed

March-19773
March 1976.
March 1970'

. "614
461
449

. 53,500
N 45,000

c -: A 48,000

'2;400
2,000'
2,000

9,500
8,000

. .8,500

Are are were chosen to, provide coverage in each Stale and the District ,of Columbia
2 se are households which were visited but were found to be vacant

eligible for interview.'
3A supplementary sample: of

incorporated with "the monthly

Or .otherwise not

housing .,units in 24 States and the District. of Columbia was
CPS to produce March 1977 data.

dependent estimates were based on statistics fromdecennial
censurs; statistics on- births, deaths, immigration, and
emigration; and statistics on \the strength 6f the Armed
Fdrces. For estimates from Mardi CPS data in this report
persons in the Armed Forces were also includef, and the
estimation prOcedure in March for dada in this report alsoi

involves a further adjustment so that husband and wife of a
household receive the sam9 weight.

Decennial census of population. Oecenniatkcensus data in
this report are based on complete counts On the sampqs

associated with the census as indicated in the,fist of soutcers.

Descriptions of samples from the census are found in the

appropriate census publicationi. To determine if the 1950,.`,
1960, and 1970 data in the text tables of this report are
based on complete counts or on 'the samples associated with
the census refer to the sources of data at the bottorri of that

AA"

table,

Reliability of the estimates. Since the estimates in these
tables Were based an a sample, they may differ somewhat
from the figures that would have b'een obtained if a complete
census had been taken using the same schedules, instructions,
and enumerators. There are two type; of errors pOssible in an
estimate based on a sample surveysampling and nonsarn;
piing. The standard errors provided for this report primarily
indicate the magnitude of the sampling error. They also par-
tially measure the effect of some nonsampling errors in re-
sponse and enumeration, but do'not measure any systematic

biases in the data. The full extent of norisampling error is

unknown. Consequently, particular care should be exercised

in the interpretation of figures based on a relatively small
number of cases or on small differences between estimates.

Nonsampling variability. As in any survey work, the re-
sults are subject to errors of response and nonreporting in
addition to sampling variability. Nonsampling errors can be
attributed to many sources, e.g , inability to obtain informa-
tion about all eases in the sample, definitional difficulties,
differences in the interpretation of questions, inability or
unwillingness to provide correct information on the part.of
ret`pondents, inability to recall information, mistakes made in
collection, 'such as in recording or coding tht data, mistakes

6 made in proc ssi g the data, mistakes mad in estimating

\ values for miss ng ata, and failure to represent all units with

', the sample (underc verage).

The approximate magnitude of three sources of under-
1\'coverage in CPS is kn wn. About 600,000 conventional new
\ construction units (11 using units, other than mobile homes

or group quarters) a issued building pei-mtts prior to the

the

197Q,,, census70,,nsus but bull g was not completed by the time of
i.e April J 70), these units have no representa-

tion in the CPS sampl Mcist conventional- new construction
for which building pe nuts Were issued after: the C4,nsus, is

represented. About 294,000 occupied mobile homes are not
represented in "CPS; th se units were eithef .missed in the
census or have been bul t or occupied since the census. In
addition, about4er,1300 its are not represented either be
cause they have been con rted from nonresidential units or

25



22 ges "

'

alrfrouSes moved to different sites since the census. The
exteht of other sources of undercoverage is-unknown.

Note: These 'estimates of missed units are relevant to the. .
Present sample only and not to earlier ,desigqs where the
extent of undercbverage was gerally

In most cases the schedule entrvies for income are based on ..
, the memory or knowledge of one person, usually the wife of

.the family head. The memory factor in data derived from
field surveys of 4,11come probably,produces underestimates'
bedause the'tendency is to forget minor or irreguffir sour)seS
of income. Other. errors of reportinglre due to 'rnisrepre-

. sentifion'sr to misunderstanding as to the scopV the in-
come concept.

variability. The standard errors given in the
-1- ollowrng tables are primarily measures of sampling vari-

ability, that is, of the variations that occurred by chance
because a sample rather than- the whole of the population
wassurVeyed. the chancesJare about 68 out of 100 that an
estimate from the survey differs from a complete census fig-
ure by less than the standard error The chanCes are about 90
put of 100 that this difference would be less than 1.6 times
the standard error and about 95 out of 100 that the dif-

nse would be less than twice the standard r.tofere
AIT of the statements of comparison appe ing in the text

4 ire significant at a 1 6 standard error level or better, and
most are significant at a level of more than 2.0 standard
errors:This means that for most clifferMces cited in the text,
the estimated difference is greater than twice the Standard
etr,or of the difference. Statements of comparison qualified
itisomeivay (e.g., by use of the phrase, "some eyidence")

__have a level of significance between 1.6 and 2 0 standard
errors,

4 Note when using small estimates. Percent distributions are
shown in the report only when the base is 75,000 or,greater.
Because of the large- standard errors involved, there is little
chance that percentages would reveal useful information
when computed on a smaller base. 'Estimated numbers are
shown, however, even though the relative standar e rors of
'these numbers are larger than those for corresp g perms

centages. These smaller estimates are.prpvided primarily to
permit such combinations of the categories as serve each
-filer's needs.

CoMparathlity with other data, Data obtained from the
EPS and other sources are not entirely comparable..This is
due in large .part to differences in interviewer training and
exwjenCil and in differing collection procedures. These
differences are not reflected in the standard errors provided.,
Therefore, caution'should be used ?n comparing results be-
tWeen Cljfferent sources. See the appendix for more cletailvon

the comparal3itity of CPS and other data.

Standard errors for data Ita n the decennial census.
Sampling errors of all data from the samples of the de ni I

.1%
4

censuses shown in this report except for fertiTitA are small
enough ',to be disregarded The standard errors foricepsus
samPle,data may be found,in the appropriate cehsus-volumes.'

.

Standard error tables and their use. -In order to.denye
standard errofilt that Would beapplicable to a large number
pf esimates and ,could be preparedot a moderate cost, a
number ofapproximatioris were required. Therefore instead.
loproviding a standard error fbr,each estimate, venOralize.ct
sets of standard errors are-prOvided for ,varins types of char-
acteristics. As a result the sets of standard errors provided
go/e'en indication of the order of magnitude of thsostandarti
error of an estimate rather than the precise standard error.

ures.presented in fables A-.1, A-2, and A-3 provide
approximations to standard errors of various estimates for
families, unrelated individuals, and Persons. Table A-4 pro-
vides approximations to the standard erroys of estimated fer-
tility rates for the nonfarm population.' Estimated standard
error's cannot be obtained fr6m tables A-1, A -2and A-3
without the use of the factors in table A-5. These factors
must be applied to the,generalized standard errors in ordei- to
adjust for the combinad'effect of sample'design and the esti-
mating procedure on

with

value of thp characteristic. The
standard error tables with which eachf actor should be used
are indicated in table A-5. Standar'd errors for intermediate
values not shown in the generalize,d tablevsteistandard errors
may be approximated by interpolation

" Estimated standard errors cannot be calculated for table C
(fertility rates) without the use of the bases viable A-6

,Table A-1. Standard Erfors of Estimated NaMbers
of Persons or Families in the Farm Popyiation

1

1(68 chances out of 100. Numbe,a4*,-,teusands)

25 6

50
1:00 13#
250 20
500 29
1,000 ,

,2,500 70
5,000 107
10,000 113
15,000 235

Note: For standard errors for metropolitan
or vonmetropolitan data multiply the standard
errors above by 1.4.
For standard:erros-for the years 1960 to 1966
multiply the above standard errors by 1.2
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Two pirame'rers are used (denoted as "a" aril "b") to
calcuOe standard erfOrt-for each type of characteristic, they
are presented in table A-5. These parameters were used to
calisulete the tabulated standard errors in tables A-1, A-2, and
AIand to calculate the factors in fable A-5.-They also may
be used to calculate the standard errors' for estimated
numbers and estimated percentages ditectly. Methods for

'direct computation are gi4e0 in thifollowing sections.

Standard errors of estimated numbers. The approximate
standard error, ox of anestimated number shown in this
report can' be obtained iq two ways. It may be olltainkby
use of the formiila.

x = fa (1)

whase.4 is the appropriate factor from table A-5, and dAts the
error ow the estimate obtained by interpolationessistandard

from table A-1 or A-2., Alternately, standard errors may be
approximated by the following formula, (2), from which the
standard errors were calculated in tables A-1 and A-2 Use of
this formula will.provide more accurate results than the use
of formula (1) above.

ox = iax2 + bx (2)

Here x rs the size of the estimate and a and b are the param-

eters in table A-5 associated with the particular type of .

characteristic.

Tabiell-Z Standard Errors of Estimated Numbers
of Persons or Families in the Total or Non-
farm Population

-C.

(68 chances out of ,100. Numbers in thousands)

Size of estimate Standard error

25 .s
50

6
9

100 13

250 zo
500 28

4.000 40
2,500' 63

5,000 ..e 88
10,000. . 122

( 5 000 145

1,425,000 180

50,000 223

100,000 199

Note: For standard errors for
or nonmetropolitan data multiply
errors above.by 1.4.

metropolitan
the standard

.
For standard errors for the years
multiply the above standard. error

r

1960 'to r966
s by 1.2

4).
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Standard errors of estimated percentages. The reliability
of an *mated percentage, computed using sample data for
both numerator and denominator,-depends on both the ,size
of the percentage and the size of the total upon whicB this
percentage is based. Estimated percentages are relatively
more reliable than fhe corresponding estimates of the nume-
rators of the percentages, particularly if the percentages are
50 petcent or more. When ttie numerator and denominator
of the percentage are in different 'categories, iise the factor'or
parameters indicated, by the numerator.- The approxim ate
standard error, o(x ,p), of an estimated percdntage can be
oliained_by use of the formula

. ,

a(xF4 "cr
.

(3)

In this formula f appropriate factor from table A-5 and
is the standard erfor ori the estimate from table A-3.

Alternately, standard errors,may be approximated by the
following formula, (4), from which the standard errors'4n

table A-3 were calculated, direct computation will gin-more
accurate results than use of the standard error tables and ,fhe

factors.

x,p)
(4)

Here x is the size of subclass of persons or families and
unrelateLl individuals which is the base of the percentage, p is
the percentage (0'< p < 1001; and b is the parameter ih
table A-5 associated with the particuthr type of characteristic
rn the numerator of the percentage.

Illustration of use of standard error tables. Table D of this

.
t report shows that in 1976 there were 3,592,000 persons

employed in agriculture. Table A-5 shows that the appro-
priate factor is 09 and that this factor is to be used with the
standard errors in table A-1. Table A-1 shows the standard
error on an estimate of this size to be approximately 86,200.

Applying the factor of 0.9 and using formula (1), the approx
irna4.sta'ndard error is 0.9 x 86,200 -.78,000 ?. The chances
are q8 0,1.1t of 100 that the estimate would nave been ) figure
differing from a complete census figure by less than 8,000.

The chances are.95 out of 100,that the estimate would hav,e
differed from.a complete census figure by less than 156,000

(twice the standard error). ,

Of these 3,592,000 persons employed in agriculture

.2,941,000 or' 81.9 percent are males. Froin table A-5 the
appropriate b parameter for computing standard errors ism
1334.7957; using for'rnulali1,1),,t,he standard error on an esti-

',gate of 81.9 percet is,
.

:

* .y1334.7957'
-3,592,000

.81.9 (100-81.91 .z!,- 0.7 percent

yI

,2FOrm a (2) gives a siandard error of 84,000.

27 .
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. Consequently, chances are 68 out of 100 that the estimated
81.9 percent would Ie within 0.7 percentage points of a
complete census figure. Chances are 95 out of 100 that the
estitnataimould be within 1.4 percentage, points of a com-
plete census figure, the 95-percent confidence interval
would be from 80.5 to 83.3 percent.

' Standard senor of a diffOrence. For a difference between
two sample estimates, the standard error is approximately
eqUal to

/02 -11'02
Ls.y I

Table A -3. Standard Ernx0Estirnatecl.Percentages

(6a Chances out of 100)

(5) ,

Base bf,petcentages
(thousands"

Estimated percentage

1 or 99 2 or 98 5 or 95

?5,
50
100
250
500
1,000
2,500
5,000
10,000
15,000

4

2.5
1.8
1.3
0.8
0.6
0.4
0..3
0.2
0.13
0.10

3.5
2.5,
1.8
1.1
0.8
0.6
0.4
0.3
0.2

-5.5

2.8
1.7
1.2
0.9
0.6
0.4
a.3
0 . 2

11 0 COT 90 25 or 75 50

7.6.

5.4
3.8

2.4

1.7
1.2)
0.8
0.5
0.4

'0.3

7.7

5.5
3.5
2.4
1.7
1.1
0.8
0.5
0.4 ,

. 12.6
8.9
6.3
4.0

2.8
2.0
1.3
0.9
0.6
0.5

Note: For ipetropolitari or nonmetropotitan standard errors, multiply appropriate standard
errori,above by 1.4. For sthndard errors for the years 1960 to,1966, multiply avove qtandard
'errors by 1.22.

Table A-4. Standaitl Errors of Estimatlfertility Rates for the NOnfarm Population ,

(68 'chances out of 100)

0

Number of women
. (thousands)

Children ever born per 1,000 'women'

'500 1,000 1,500 2 , 0 (4) '2,500 3,000 3;.500. 4;000

250

790
1,000
2,000
5,000
10,000
15,000
20,000
45,000
30,000
35,0170

4

.

51
36
30
26,

'11
9
7

6

5.
5

4

93
66
54
47
33
20
15
12
11

9

8

129

92,

74
05

45
29

20
16

15
12
12

11

164
116

95
82
58
37
26
21

19
16

15
14

198
140
114
99

44
31

IF' 26
23
20
19
17

234
166
135
117

' 83
52
38
29
27
24
22
20

274
L94
158
137
97,
61
44
35
31

28
25
23

315
222
181
158
112
70
50
41
35
32
29
'27

Note: Multiply
j'a[rm4opatatkon.

w

th'ese "Standard errors by 1.38 to obtain standird errors for fertility of the
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Where a and a arfe the standard errors of the estimates x
y

and y; the estimates can beof numbers, percents, averages,
etc,- This will-reltt the actual standard error quite "accu-

rately for the di ce between two estimates of the same
characteristic in two different areas', or for the difference
iitween two separate and unctrrelatedcharacteristics in
same, area, If however, there is a high positive correl tion

between the two charkteristics, the formula will over-

estimate the trbe standard error.

4**
111Petration of the computation of the standard error of a

difference. Table 1 of this report shows that there were
4,305,000 males and 3,947,000 females on farms in 1976.
The estimated difference between fhe number of males on
farms and the number of females on farms is 358,t)Okr

. Using-formula (2) and the appropriate parameters from
table A-5, the standard error on the estimate of 4,305,000
males on farms is 97,000.

Sidoilarly the approximate standard error on the estimate
of 3,947,000 females on farms is -92,000. Therefore, from
formula (5) the approximate standard error on the estimate
difference of 358,000 persons is

134,000 = V (97,000)2 + (92,000)2

This means the chances are 68 out of 100 that the estimated
difference based on the sample estimates would vary from
thedifference derived using complete census figures by less
thaIN'134,900,persons. The 68-percent confidence interval
about the 358,000 persons' difference is from 224,000 to
492,000 i.e., 358,060 t 134,000. A conclusion that the aver-
age estimate of he difference deAved froin afl possible sam-
ples of the saMe size and design lies within a range computed
in this way would be correct for roughly 68 percent of all
possible samples. The 95-percent confidence interval is

90,000 to,526,000. Thus, we.can conclude with 95-perceni
confidence that there was a significant difference in the num-.
bersof males and females on farms inl 976. .

Standard error of a ratio. Certain mean values for persons
infamilies shown in the tables of this report were calculated
as the ratio of two numbers. For example, the mean number
of persons per family is calculated as

, .

x total number of persons in families
y total number'of families

NIStandard
errors for these means may be approxiMated as

town below. There are two cases to. consider. In either case, ,
thedenominator y represents a count of families of a certain.

25

class, and the numerator x represents a count of persons with
the characteristic under consideration who are members of

,tilese families.

Case 1: There is at least tyre person having the characteristic

in every family of the class: as for example, the

mean number of. persons r family or the mean
number of persohs per farm y with a male head. For

*ratios of this kind, the st ndard wpr is approxi-
mated by the following for ula:

'IX
)1(...2

2 ay

Y

y 1'x

(6)

The standard error of the estimated number of fami-
lies, d

Y'
and the standard error of the estimated

numbly Of persons with the characteyistic in those
families, ox, may bp calculated by the methods de-
scribed above. In formula (6), p represents the corre-
lation coefficient between the numerator and the
denominator of the estimate. In the above'examples:,
and for other raties of this-kind, use 117 as an esti-
mate of p.

Case 2: The number of pertons having the characteristic in a

given family may be 0, 1, 2, 3. ar more: for exam-
ple:the mean number of persons under 18 years of
age. For ratios of this kind the standard error is
approximated by Itirmula (6) but p is assumed to be

zero. If p is actually positive, then this procedure
will provide an overestimate'of the standard terror of

the ratio. ,

Standard error of a fertility i'atio. Table A-4 provides
standard errors for both number of chilhien ever born and

number of expected lifetime births per 1,000 women,3 The

sampling variability on the ratio of children born per 1,000
women depends on the 'shape of the distribution on which

the ratio is basest the size of the sample, the sample design

and the use of ratio estimates.

-
Illustration of the computation of the standard error of a-

fartilitf ratio. Table C shows that in 1976 there were 2,123
children ever born per 1,000 ever-married fa omen aged

25 to 34. Table A-6 shows that there wereabo, 24,000

women in this group. Table A-4 shows the standard error of a

'The bases for the estimated fertility rates are given in table A-6
for use with table A-4 to obtain estimated standard errors.

a

29 ,--



) 4

A P

. .

Table A.5.. Parameters or Factors and. Standard Error Tables to be-Used ti/Obtain Standard
. i , Errors for Each -Type of Characteristic ,. .

' Type of characteristic

./
PERSONS

-

Term population:
Total, agriculture emplbyed, or
nonagricultere employed

Total or turfs= popultITtion:
Agriculture employment

Total or nonagriculture employment:
Total or White 4

Black and other races

FAMILIES,. AND HOUSEHOLDS

Farm population:
Total or White
Black and other races,

Total or nonfarm population:
Total or White
Black and other races °

FAMILY INCOME

Farm:
Total* White

:Black/and other races

Total or nonfarmf
Total or White
Black and,othergraces

FERTILITY

Farm: -

Number of women

Total or nonfarm:
. Number of women

Parameters
f fact ors and

standard e rror, tables

a b
f

factors

Standard
error
tables

0.00013886

0.000177

-0.000006
-0.000049

1597.6'i60

1334:7957

759.3218
680%0632

. 1.0

,0.9

0.7

0.7

A-110-3

A-2,A-3
A -2,A -3

11

0.000179 2652.3108 1.3 JA-1,A-3

0.000662 2391.1230 1.2 A-1,A -3

-0.000010 11388.6444 0.9, A-2,A-3

-0.000087 1255.0382 0.9 A-2,A-3

0.000143 2030.6775 1.1 A-1,A.3

0.001144 .1761.1516 1.0 A-1,A-3

-0.000008 1063.1809 0.8 A-2,A -3

-0.000064 922.0689 0.8 A-2,A-3

4
0.000322 2993.0343 A-1,A-3

-0.000018 1567.0337. 1.0 A-2,A-3

Note: For standard errors for metropolitan or.nonmetropolitan data, mul4ply the appropriate
-parameter by 2.0. For standard errors for the years 1760 to 1966 multiply fife appropriate para-

meter by 1.5. ' .

.
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rate of 2,123 childos.on a base of 324,000 women to be

approximately 157. Multiplying the standard error of 157 by
1.38 (factor for fertility standard errors of the farm popula-
tion), the standard' er.ror becomes 217, Consequentl' the
chances are .68 out of 100 that the estimate would have
shown a fertility rate differingfrom a complete censtrfiguze

11.

by less than 17. The chances-are 95 out of 100 that the

estimate wou have-shown a fertility rate differing from a
complete 'cens s figure by less than434 (twice the standard

error), i.e., thi 95-percenrconfidence interval would be be-

tween 1,689 and .2,557 children ever born per 1,000
ever-married farm women aged 25 to 34.

Table A-6. EstiinatekoftheiNumberof Ever-Married Women and Number of Currently Married Women Reporting

Birth apectations,byAge,Raceind Farm - Nonfarm Residence:' Sine 1976 CPS

(Numbers in thousands)

Total White Black and other,rdces

Womn by age
.

.

TotalT Farm Nonfarm Total Farm.' Nonfarm Total 4Farm ` Nonfarm

1. ,

ill MARRIED

e

4
WOMEN EV

.......
Total, 15 e. 44 years 31,907 905 31,002 28,010 864 27,146 3,897 41' 3,856

15 to 24 years 6,595 110 6,485 5,867 101' 5,766 728 9 '719

25 years
-..

14,136 324 13,812 12,414. 310 12,103 1,722 14 1,709

35 to 44 years- 11,175 471 10,705 9,729 453 9,276 1,446 18 1,429

,
.

WOMEN CURRENTLY MARRIED
. ,

1

14 to 39 years ibld, reporting
birth expectations 19/167 524 18,742 17,476 500 16,975 1,791' 24 1,767

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Populaclon Sur4iy, June 1977.

Note: This table is to be used for computation of the standard efrors

table C.

of estimated fertility rates in


